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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Habitat assessments and ocular surveys were conducted for California red-legged frogs
(CRLF; Rana draytonii) and foothill yellow-legged frogs (FYLF; Rana boylii) on 16, 24,
and 31 March, 10 and 30 April, 17 May, and 20 and 27 July 2006, on the upper Berryessa
Creek drainage in San Jose, Santa Clara County, California, to determine if these species
were potentially present within and upstream of the proposed U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and Santa Clara Valley Water District Berryessa Creek Project site. The
surveys for CRLFs were conducted using the most recent U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
survey protocol. The entire length of Berryessa Creek was surveyed from Morrill
Avenue, upstream to a major fork in the drainage at 750 feet (approximately 0.5 miles
east of the San Jose City Boundary). Although there are no known records for CRLFs or
FYLFs within the drainage, and no frogs of either species were observed on the creek
itself, a breeding population of CRLFs was found in 3 of 5, spring-fed, ponds located in
the middle part of the drainage near the eastern San Jose City Boundary, about 1.25 miles
upstream of the proposed project area. The ponds are located below a major spring on a
hillside approximately 160 feet above the creek and 800 feet south of the creek. Because
of the pond’s distance from the creek, the lack of deep (>2-feet) pools in the creek, the
intermittent nature of the creek (it flows less than 7 months out of the year during normal
rainfall years), and the presence of predators such as raccoons (Procyon lotor), Berryessa
Creek proper is unsuitable for CRLFs and FYLFs and they do not presently inhabit this
stream. Instead, Pacific treefrogs (Hyla regilla) and California toads (Bufo boreas
halophilus), which are much more suited to intermittent and shallow aquatic habitats, are
present in Berryessa Creek throughout the mainstream where they successfully breed at a
number of locations within the drainage. Since CRLFs and FYLFs do not inhabit the
main channel of Berryessa Creek, CRLFs are unable to colonize the stream course, and
the project site is 1.25 miles away from the nearest known CRLF population, the
proposed project in upper Berryessa Creek will not have any adverse effects on these two

species.



INTRODUCTION
The Berryessa Creek Project is located in Santa Clara County, California, within the City
of San Jose along a section of Berryessa Creek that runs from Morrill Avenue upstream
to just above Old Piedmont Road (Figure 1). The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
their local partner, the Santa Clara Valley Water District, propose to rechannelize
portions of the stream and enhance the riparian corridor in order to provide enhanced
flood protection for the Cities of San Jose and Milpitas. The project will also greatly
enhance urban wildlife habitats (both aquatic and terrestrial) in Berryessa Creek Park and
the greenbelt area. Because the area lies within the native range of the California red-
legged frog (CRLF; Rana draytonii) and the foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF; Rana
boylii) [see Jennings et al. 1997, 1999], and there are known records for these two species
within 5 miles of the project site (California Department of Fish and Game 2005), the
following ocular surveys and habitat assessments were conducted to determine if there
was any actual or potential breeding, feeding, movement corridors, and
estivation/hibernation habitats for CRLF and FYLF. Per recent taxonomic changes with
frog species in California, I follow Jennings (2004) and Shaffer et al. (2004) and use the
scientific name “Rana draytonii” for the CRLF. In almost all other documents and field
guides, this frog is stated as the subspecies “Rana aurora draytonii” (e.g., see Stebbins
2003).

STUDY AREA

The portion of upper Berryessa Creek that was surveyed for frogs was from Morrill
Avenue upstream to a major fork in the drainage at 750 feet elevation (approximately 0.5
miles east of the easternmost San Jose City Boundary) [Figure 1]. This includes portions
of the stream that flows through the greenbelt and Berryessa Creek Park and the other
urbanized areas of the extreme northeastern part of San Jose. Upstream of Old Piedmont
Road, the creek flows through a brush and tree-lined canyon that (except for the bluegum
(Eucalyptus globulus) forest just above Old Piedmont Road), is largely used for livestock

grazing. Although the stream channel contains areas of bedrock and cobble, there is a
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Figure 1. Location of the upper Berryessa Creek watershed in northeastern San Jose,

project site location, and the reach of the stream surveyed for frogs.




great deal of fine sediment in the bed load with the result of almost no pools greater than
2 feet deep. Instead, most pools within the main creek channel are less than 1 foot deep.
The upper part of the study area is relatively remote, although there are a number of dirt
roads that reach houses located on the slopes within the upper Berryessa Creek drainage.
Many of the dwellings contain orchards, stock ponds, and ornamental trees that contrast
greatly with the native vegetation on the hillsides. Only a single dirt road reaches the

bottom of the upper part of Berryessa Creek that | surveyed.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The habitat assessment and ocular surveys for the CRLF followed guidelines as set forth
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2005). The habitat
assessment and ocular surveys for FYLF followed those successfully used by me in other
studies (e.g., see Jennings and Hayes 1994 and Jennings et al. 1999). The entire study
area was surveyed for both species during daylight hours on 16 March, 17 May, and 27
July 2006, and at night on 24 and 31 March, 10 and 30 April, and 20 July 2006. Surveys
were conducted as per protocol survey standards for CRLFs (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 2005) and my long-term experience with both species (e.g., see Jennings and
Hayes 1994). A flashlight was used to locate the eye shines of frogs during nighttime
hours and | repeatedly listened for calling male CRLFs and FYLFs using the
identifications provided by Davidson (1995). Additionally, | conducted a habitat
assessment for both species following an initial review of historical information
previously gathered by me (see Jennings et al. 1997, 1999). All records for CRLFs and
FYLFs within a 5-mile radius of the site were obtained and reviewed from the California
Natural Diversity Database (California Department of Fish and Game 2005). These
records are plotted on aerial photographs and determined if they were within potential

movement corridors for CRLFs and FYLFs within the upper Berryessa Creek drainage.



CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG OVERVIEW
Federal listing status: Threatened. State listing status: Species of Special Concern.
On 15 January 1992, the CRLF was petitioned for listing as an endangered species by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Sorensen 1993) based on a 70% range reduction and
continued threats to surviving populations (Miller 1994). The frog was subsequently
listed as Threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 23 May 1996 (Miller et al.
1996), with further recent revisions to critical habitat and management of this species
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2006).

The CRLF is a large brown to reddish-brown frog that attains lengths up to 3.25-5.5
inches from the tip of the snout to the end of its vent. These frogs have prominent
dorsolateral folds and diffuse moderate-sized dark brown to black spots that sometimes
have light centers (Storer 1925, Jennings and Hayes 1994). The distribution of red or
red-orange pigment is highly variable, but usually restricted to the belly and the
undersurfaces of the thighs, legs and feet (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Frogs in southern
California often have red only on the undersurfaces of the feet (Jennings pers. observ.).
There are prominent dorsolateral folds, which are yellow or orange-colored in juveniles
(Stebbins 2003). The groin has a distinct black mottling on a white or yellow
background. The iris is dark brown with iridophores on the upper and lower portions of
the iris (Jennings and Hayes 1994).

Larvae range in length from 0.55-3.15 inches in total length and have up to 2-3 upper and
3-4 lower tooth rows (Stebbins 2003). Newly hatched tadpoles generally are blackish in
color, gradually changing to a brown background color with darker marbling or spots

after a week or two of growth (Storer 1925).

This amphibian is the largest native frog in the state. There are data to support elevating
the subspecies to a full species separate from the northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora
aurora) [see Hayes and Miyamoto 1984, Hayes and Kremples 1986, Green 1985]. The

large zone of intergradation along the Pacific slope of the North Coast Range reported by



Hayes and Kremples (1986) has been greatly contracted to a point in mid-Mendocino

County by recent biochemical studies (Shaffer et al. 2004).

Life History and Ecology

CRLFs are pond-dwelling amphibians that generally live in the vicinity of permanent
aquatic habitats including livestock ponds and pools in perennial streams (Jennings and
Hayes 1994). The most optimal habitat is characterized by dense, shrubby riparian
vegetation associated with deep (>2.3 feet), still, or slow-moving water (Hayes and
Jennings 1988, Jennings 1988). The shrubby riparian vegetation that structurally seems
to be most suitable for this frog is that provided by arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis),
although cattails (Typha spp.) and bulrushes (Scirpus spp.) also can provide suitable
habitat (Jennings 1988). Although CRLFs are found in ephemeral streams and ponds,
populations cannot be maintained where all surface water disappears (Jennings and
Hayes 1994). This frog is infrequent or absent in habitats where introduced aquatic
predators such as green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), Louisiana red-swamp crayfish
(Procambarus clarkii) and bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana) are present (Hayes and Jennings
1986, 1988), probably because the larval stages are susceptible to such predators

(Jennings and Hayes 1994).

Reproduction occurs at night in permanent ponds or the slack water pools of streams
during the winter and early spring (late November-through April) after the onset of warm
rains (Storer 1925, Hayes and Jennings 1988, Jennings and Hayes 1994). Males
generally appear at breeding sites from 2-4 weeks before females (Storer 1925). At
breeding sites, males typically call in small mobile groups of 3-7 individuals that attract
females (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Females amplex with males and attach egg masses
containing approximately 2,000-6,000 eggs to an emergent vegetation brace at depths
usually from 3-4 inches deep (Storer 1925). Eggs hatch after 6-14 days (depending on
the prevailing water temperature), and the resulting larvae require 3.5-7 months to attain
metamorphosis (Storer 1925). Some tadpoles may also over winter (Fellers et al. 2001a).

Juvenile frogs are about 1 inch (25.4 millimeters) long at metamorphosis and commonly



sun themselves during the day at the edge of the riparian zone next to the breeding site.
As they grow, they gradually shift from diurnal and nocturnal periods of activity, to
largely nocturnal activity (Hayes and Tennant 1986). During periods of rainfall, both
juveniles and a few adults may disperse away from breeding sites and may be found
some distance (up to 0.5 mile) away from the nearest water (Jennings, unpubl. data).
Frogs found in the coastal drainages appear to be rarely inactive, whereas those found in
interior sites probably hibernate (Storer 1925). Frogs generally reach sexual maturity in
their second year for males and third year for females (Jennings and Hayes 1985).
During extended periods of drought, frogs may take 3-4 years to reach sexual maturity
(Jennings and Hayes 1994). Based on limited field data, CRLFs appear to live about 8-
10 years in the wild (Jennings, unpubl. data).

CRLFs have declined largely due to habitat loss and the introduction of non-native
aquatic predators such as green sunfish, red-swamp crayfish and bullfrogs (Jennings and
Hayes 1994). Itis possible that a pathogen also helped to eliminate frog populations in
southern California during the 1970s (Fellers et al. 2001b). Recent work suggests that
nitrate/nitrite pollution (Marco et al. 1999) and pesticide drift (Davidson et al. 2001,

2002) also may be responsible for frog declines in California.

CRLFs were historically found west of the Sierra Nevada crest from mid-Mendocino
County and the vicinity of Redding, south into northwestern Baja California (Jennings
1995). There are documented records of CRLFs in the adjoining drainages of upper
Penitencia Creek to the south (Jennings et al. 1997) and in adjoining drainages to the
north (near Ed Levin County Park) in the California Natural Diversity Data Base
(California Department of Fish and Game 2005). Although CRLFs are still present
within suitable habitats in the hills to the east of San Jose, they have been largely
eliminated by channelization of aquatic habitats and by raccoons, bullfrogs, and other
introduced aquatic predators in the urbanized areas of the city.



FOOTHILL YELLOW-LEGGED FROG OVERVIEW
Federal listing status: None. State listing status: Species of Special Concern.
Although The Center For Biodiversity is currently putting together a petition to send to
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, this frog is presently listed as a “Species of Special
Concern” by the California Department of Fish and Game (Jennings 2004). It has
apparently disappeared from about 45% of its historic range in California due to habitat
loss, the widespread introduction of aquatic predators such as fishes and bullfrogs,
diseases (possibly introduced), and agricultural chemicals (Jennings and Hayes 1994;
Jennings 1995; Davidson et al. 2002).

The FYLF is a moderate-sized, highly variably colored, frog that attains lengths up to
ranges 1.5-3.25 inches from the tip of the snout to the end of its vent. The back is usually
dark to light gray, brown, green, or yellow with a somewhat mottled appearance often
with considerable amounts of brick or reddish pigment, and rough tubercled skin
(Zweifel 1955; Jennings and Hayes 2005). A light band between the eyelids is normally
present, often appearing as a pale triangle between the eyelids and the nose (Stebbins
2003). The distribution of yellow or yellow-orange pigment is variable, but usually
restricted to the belly and the undersurfaces of the thighs, legs, and feet (Jennings and
Hayes 1994).

Life History and Ecology

FYLFs are a stream-dwelling form that requires shallow, flowing water, apparently
preferentially in small to moderate-sized stream situations with at least some cobble-sized
substrate (Hayes and Jennings 1988, Jennings 1988). This type of habitat is probably
best suited to oviposition (see Storer 1925, Fitch 1936, Zweifel 1955) and likely provides
significant refuge habitat for larvae and postmetamorphs (Hayes and Jennings 1988,
Jennings 1988). Streams utilized by frogs can be perennial or intermittent (Hayes and
Jennings 1988, Kupferberg 1996a), but for the latter type, a permanent watercourse must
be either immediately up- or down-stream, or in the nearby general area (Jennings,

unpubl. data).



Adult FYLFs have been observed to breed from late March into early June (Storer 1925,
Grinnell et al. 1930, Wright and Wright 1949). Breeding normally occurs following the
period of high flows that result from rainwater and snowmelt, although other hydrologic
factors such as water temperatures above 44.6°F may influence the timing of breeding
and oviposition (Kupferberg 1996a, Van Wagner 1996). Male frogs attracting females
typically call in small groups of 2-5 from within the cracks of underwater rocks and
boulders (MacTague and Northen 1993), although there are observations of males calling
above the water surface (MacTague and Northen 1993; Van Wagner 1996; Jennings,
unpubl. data). At least part of the courtship activity occurs at night (Van Wagner 1996).
Following amplexus, the females move to an oviposition site where at night they deposit
an egg mass of 300-1200 eggs on the downstream side of cobbles and boulder over which
a relatively gentle flow of water exists (Storer 1925, Fitch 1936, Zweifel 1955). Most

egg masses are laid within about 1-foot of the surface of the water (Van Wagner 1996).

Eggs hatch within 5-31 days depending on water temperatures (Zweifel 1955, Kupferberg
1996b). Most larvae metamorphose into juvenile frogs after 3-4 months of development
(Storer 1925, Zweifel 1955, Kupferberg 1996b), although there are observations of larvae
metamorphosing in stream environments as late as October (Jennings 1988). Sexual
maturity is probably reached in 2 years (Storer 1925, Van Wagner 1996); however, frogs
of both sexes may reach sexual maturity in 1 year if food resources are sufficient
(Jennings 1988). Based on limited field data, FYLFs appear to live about 3-4 years in the
wild (Kupferberg 1996b, Van Wagner 1996).

FYLFs appear to move in and out of riparian zones during various parts of the year, as
both juvenile and adult frogs have been found as far as 164 feet from the nearest
watercourse (Nussbaum et al. 1983). While some of this movement may be due to
flooding or other hydrologic events known to scour frogs downstream (Kupferberg
19964, Lind et al. 1996, Van Wagner 1996), frogs may also be actively foraging away
from riparian zones--based on the wide variety of terrestrial invertebrates found in some

frog stomachs (Van Wagner 1996).
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There is no approved protocol for surveying eggs, larvae, juveniles, adults, or calling
males. Juvenile and adult frogs are easily observed during the spring and summer
months (March-July) during daylight hours along stream courses (Zweifel 1955). Egg
masses can be observed during about a 2-3 week window when frogs are actively
breeding (Jennings, pers. observ.). Larvae can be dipnetted with practice during the

summer months (Jennings, pers. observ.).

This frog was historically known to occur in most Pacific drainages from the
Santiam River system in Mehama, Marion County, Oregon, south to the San Gabriel
River system, Los Angeles County, California (Storer 1923, 1925; Fitch 1938; Marr
1943, Zweifel 1955), at elevations between near sea level to 6,700 feet (Jennings and
Hayes 1994). There was an isolated outpost reported from the Sierra San Pedro Martir,
Baja California, Mexico (Loomis 1965), which is apparently now extinct. This frog is
predicted to occur within the survey area. The closest documented location is near what
was then known as the town of Berryessa, somewhere along the middle reaches of
Penitencia Creek (Jennings et al. 1999). However, this museum specimen was collected
in 1904 and that population is now extinct due to extensive urbanization of the area. The
next nearest location is in upper Penitencia Creek near the headquarters of Alum Rock
Park. The population was presumed to be extant during the 1990s (Jennings et al. 1999).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results of the ocular surveys showed no CRLFs or FYLFs in the Berryessa Creek stream
channel (see data sheets in Appendix 1). As predicted by earlier surveys conducted by
the Santa Clara Valley Water District (M. Moore, pers. comm.), | found Pacific treefrogs
(Hyla regilla) and California toads (Bufo boreas halophilus) to be common in several
sections of the stream channel, especially in urbanized areas where residents water their
lawns on a regular basis (which results in runoff into the nearby stream channel that daily
rehydrates the pools of water used by these amphibians). The stream channel itself was

poor habitat for CRLFs and FYLFs due to its intermittent nature (the stream supports no
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fish species because it dries on a yearly basis), lack of deep (>2 feet) pools of water, and
the presence of many raccoons throughout the area surveyed (see data sheet in Appendix
2).

Instead, a breeding population of CRLFs was discovered in 3 of 5 grouped ponds located
in the middle part of the drainage near the easternmost San Jose City Boundary, about
1.25 miles upstream of the proposed project area boundary (Figure 2) [Appendix 3]. The
ponds are located below a major spring on a hillside approximately 160 feet above the
creek and 800 feet south of the creek proper. The ponds with CRLFs contain water year
around, are deep (>4 feet), and have abundant riparian cover and food resources.

Because of the distance from the Berryessa Creek proper and the intermittent nature of
the creek itself (it apparently flows less than 7 months out of the year during normal
rainfall years), no juvenile CRLFs are able to colonize the main creek channel. If they
did, they would soon be swept away during flood flows or predated by raccoons, as there
are no deep pools for frogs to escape in. Indeed, no CRLFs or FYLFs have been
observed in Berryessa Creek below Old Piedmont Road despite the multiple amphibian
surveys conducted since the year 2000 (M. Moore, Santa Clara Valley Water District,
pers. comm.). Since CRLFs and FYLFs do not inhabit the main channel of Berryessa
Creek and CRLFs are unable to colonize the stream course, the proposed project in upper
Berryessa Creek will not have any adverse effects on these two species. The project site
is located approximately 1.25 miles downstream from the region where CRLFs were
observed in ponds on the hillside. Additionally, the project site is located in a densely
urbanized area with many roads, fences, and foraging raccoons between the project site
and the ponds with CRLFs. Given these observations, it is my professional opinion that
the project, as proposed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Santa Clara Valley
Water District, will have no influence on potential CRLF movements or dispersals, and

therefore have no apparent, negative effects on this species.
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Figure 2. Location of the stock pond where California red-legged frogs were observed in
the upper Berryessa Creek drainage.
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Appendix 1. California red-legged frog field survey forms for the Upper Berryessa Creek
Project.

Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

te).

Date of Survey: 03//@{2% Survey Biologist: jankasl Merk
(mm/dd/yyyy) (Last name) (first name)

Survey Biologist:

(Last name) (first name)

Site Location: ;":"” ""‘C‘/A”‘ Co. /./p,w ~ Beeryessa Crect Lerom Moreill Ave o, pstream jun FELO feed-
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ). evahon,

=*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: __Id pzrr DBerryesea Creck  (rojecys
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one)(DAY) NIGHT ¢BREEDINGYNON-BREEDING

Survey number (circle one): @ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Begin Time: /.02 _pm End Time:___ & 202 £

Cloud cover: Dvere=si— Precipitation: Tntetoitfent Ly Rain
Air Temperature:___ 5 2 7/~ Water Temperature;___ S 27—

Wind Speed: Low Visibility Conditions: f?’f\ﬂ

Moon phase: ﬂ,//ﬁ' Humidity: /ﬁau/«,

Description of weather conditions:  L/3A7 ran Fhrewsh  prech of— Fa
V. "/‘/ yzd ff" Lingl 2N

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: /I//ﬁ

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? @ NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: Bushndl ) Cestom Compect-, 7 X 24 O~
7 /
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

03[16/20006
AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS
Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification
ﬂci@l_, T/ic_gi:ﬁsa Dozeas O/H J“/'Cﬁ/t ¥ All /(:72’7@
6‘; lHerain Toxd Db O o I fest—tacnt | ) EOP

(Lagtyears)

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: Meany (ctccnon Heocks
notel afons. Fre. Stheceo , Mo otter preddafors OCs<rued y

Other notes, observations, comments, efc.

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

ologist)
Date of Survey: 225/2%/202¢ Survey Biologist: Tennhss Merse_
(mm/dd/yyyy) (Last name) (first name)
Survey Biologist:
(Last name) (first name)

Site Location: Sants Clarn G, Upper Berrysse Creede. &Gom Moerill Bes_pupsfresn Fo O feey-
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ) e fevatibn,

*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: _ Upper Rerryesse Creeb Lroicod-
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one): DAY (NIGHT ) - ¢BREEDING JNON-BREEDING

Survey number (circle one): 3 4 5 6 7 8

Begin Time:__ (/%0 /A4 End Time:  //.25 &

Cloud cover:_[) vVer cast— Precipitation:_¢72+/rwr=- 2N

Air Temperature: 432/~ Water Temperature: Sen=

Wind Speed: Low Visibility Conditions:_—Aret by ras

Moon phase:____ (ol T Al (Crot5) Humidity: /i/“";

Description of weather conditions: _ /Mecer*te Rajnloill —— pevrfici— /o Pttty
ﬁn/-ry/;,}fang H—:wv({ 2. fy Pacikc Frectrins (y//,,\y,

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: Koshler heat-Lampy 5200 Serieg
“FValfs

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? @ NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: _5ws4 e, Cossfom Comppeet-, FX2D6 CF
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

D224/ 2006
AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS
Species #of | Observed (0) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification
ﬂc i‘l_::’/; «/ ce ??‘4"2 /Q)_'} j/}'?‘- ﬁ(/i {:’\’:’:‘ﬁ/’;".‘f’ J;:t;f/‘;‘/z'_';" /(?‘ ?,.
CaliZornis. TBas L | O Tovenilig k| SOPR

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: _ A= ;451»‘, baltfrons, opr

Py

Crovudal Seenm Doy poteddsn Jreweks obscrved, ODra
7

’)F_.-O\f’\’ rA.ceDDas

ce o abmve: FTHe OfRX [Prebroay— Lol Q/‘oss/‘né,,

Other notes, observations, comments, efc.

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

Survey :
i-“ L(EWS
Date of Survey: 9.3{3/[&226 Survey Biologist: j&’w‘us ; Mask
(mnv/dd/yyyy) (Last name) 7 (first name)
Survey Biologist:
(Last name) (first name)

Site Location: SanisClaca O Ugper Berrycssa. Creckidsom Mool Aves, upstecam 30 0 fFaci
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S). efevaplen,

*»*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: _U pper Becryessa Creefe Projeci—
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one): DAY ‘ ( BREEDINa NON-BREEDING

Survey number (circle one): @ 4 5 6 7 8

Begin Time: Floo £m End Time: /2,32 M

Cloud cover;___ Ovescaci— Precipitation: /7‘0/4/7 [Raih

Air Temperature:_ &/ <2/~ Water Temperature: </ 3 ©/—

Wind Speed:___ floderaife Visibility Conditions:_/2or (heowy r<tn)
Moon phase: @m’f‘ Tl ((D lo vy ) Humidity: /71&1/7

Description of weather conditions: /7‘7:«/7 Caintall poch pf e ct/en Ay
ﬂ'%’( L uwnani '\1 pla) T(l"‘""‘ S f= "'

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: Koeh/er WheatLamp §205 Se ries,
<LVo/ts

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? &ES) NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: _Bush acll Custom Compact "7 X 24 CF
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Appendix E.

California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

032 [2//2.00e
AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS
Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification
ﬂca%;/ Treetroz W H fitt-pretes | folett [ P22

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and

native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons:
’f\ Ageo onsg Scen 2

aocony Tre ek s

aud <f

Other notes, observations, comments, efc.

[ouiy— vewy  pacds

/\’) 7‘-':/0 (95(7 "S?("‘:JQ..- )

Necessary Attachments:

4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

Sury

_ (biologist
. . —
Date of Survey: Qﬂ/DZZDOG Survey Biologist: \)t‘«'/l"/'ras . vk
(mmv/dd/yyyy) (Last name) 4 (first name)
Survey Biologist:
(Last name) (first name)

Site Location: Sants Clars Coy Upper Bevtyessa Createdirem merril) five., ugshean o FE2 feai
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ). eAevation,

*»* ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: _ Upper Berrycssa Creek (Frojcey-
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (:ircle one): DAY@ BREEDING )NON-BREEDING

Survey number (circle one): 3 @ 5 6 7 8
Begin Time: DLHS P End Time: 30 Frm

Cloud cover:__FPetly Clouty Precipitation: /2 e

Air Temperature: e el Water Temperature: /3 “/—
Wind Speed: Li;) ht Visibility Conditions: __/=o < e feyr—
Moon phase: Fivot Querter Humidity: Soterate

Description of weather conditions: Clear o+t cool, Creelk_ AU
0/51/'1047 A’M (ECang— (NS
L4

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: [Loech ler Wheet- b, SoooSerics
& volts

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? @ NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: Bushnd/}, Custom Compacts F X 2L C.F
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

O4/10/200¢

AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS
Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification

Vi ﬁf’"ﬂ/"'z”—w;_jn«r)

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: __Rsce oon [Packs olscriey,
,A/' 43}? ) ﬁr»««,,{'g},,/, er bu//’f¢a 3S Sc2nq

Other notes, observations, comments, etc. Lotz o Tr=szl i Vel
/ﬂ e [ eaet < o T e, Cr <¢_A 3 5#&..,.., /\3 sﬁ’//
e /5,\,;44-4‘5 < ,a.»,p ctb 4447 -7[(» - CCCewur ol &

b

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

(
Date of Survey: 04%/20/200¢ Survey Biologist: :rf/”"/’\j-s ANArk.
(mm/dd/yyyy) (Last name) (first name)
Survey Biologist:

(Last name) (first name)

Site Location: Santa Clacs. lo., Upper Berryessa Crestefoom Morelll Ave., iepstycan, 1o FEO toce
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ). Clevedfion,

*»*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: _ ppz— BL//‘yéssa. Creete. (P12 ced™
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one): DAY. EDING )NON-BREEDING

Survey number (circle one): 3 4 @ 6 7 8
Begin Time:___ {2/ 22 Fm End Time:____/O. %S P

Cloud cover: Ioﬂ""’ty Clo woly Precipitation: /Vz' ne_,

Air Temperature: 43 i Water Temperature: /0~

Wind Speed:___ Linht— Visibility Conditions: o< << tlewf—
Moon phase:___[721¢ Humidity:___ /P laslerate—

Description of weather conditions: __ i /oy Cfcar avel cool, Sfresm shi
plowdy from raing  |ast weele .

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: Koehler Wheas- Lamp , $000 Serizs
Z—f— Vo lt=<

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? @ NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: Bushnell Lostor Compact-, FX 26 CF
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

pé//B,D /2006
AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS
Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification
» = 2 bavvae. —
PacitieTreckess  |Dosent OIH | AN pis | J0ea
1 e e
& /[ﬁ;r - /v.' [ DA"_S Ibk‘j O /A—IV“;‘j—__:':“f;/><j j" v:.n.'?(,_s‘ /OOZ

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: __Z o2 oL paccoon Sacks

/e Lz Seen,

Stream ShY pracky from

Other notes, observations, comments, efc.

/v/mq" [ %hs,

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations

29




Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

Date of Survey: ©5//7/200¢  Survey Biologist: 3’54"’7"“75, Nark,
(mm/dd/yyyy) (Last name) (first name)
Survey Biologist: _ /7 eor=, Med) 350
(Last namc)’ (first name)

Site Location: Sanial<rex. Co., Uppr ~ Betvrgesso. Creek dospn Mortill fve, upshean to pso feag~
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ) A zvatipq

*»*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: _ Upper DBerryesse Greck. frozei—
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one) NIGHT (BREEDING J)NON-BREEDING

Survey number (circle one): 1 2 3 4 5 @ 7 8

Begin Time:____ /022 /A7 End Time:___ 5 /.20 £

Cloud cover: _[(Zertly (Oporct., Precipitation: None

Air Temperature: 75°F Water Temperature: LSOF

Wind Speed:___L./347 Visibility Conditions: e /emg—

Moon phase: /l/’/f\’ Humidity: /M eleratel

Description of weather conditions: F:w'f ly Qhear o a /)})N‘ bree 3e,
o hhen o Fvna., OFhedwise very hot |

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: /V/A'

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? NO

Brand, model, and power of binoculars: [Zushncdl Custon Compacd 7 3 2 4 C -
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

7y // 2006
AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS

Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification
< Lacvac—
Frciz Treboss  Doaed Ol | Ay pits | 1007
R y e
Cutibrrms Touds  Dozeas O s Astults | /322,

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: __ V2 A2k | bulllies, o
(fo";f Kb s@cn, [Pnceson Feehs Dbscrycwl,

Other notes, observations, comments, etc.
Olalifornis czel—)eys p o 55 (S—?*JA s ol /<u batuny)
Z_{?_é_scfuce‘? h Stoek Porrd o ver /caé_,p?,_ Fra. Crcek

CNDDE Form Glled Outpnd Joater DRt Ofgs )
Nobded .

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

—
Date of Survey: _07/20/2000 Survey Biologist: __—J<#44 Mark
(mm/dd/yyyy) (Last name) 7 (first name)

Survey Biologist:

(Last name) (first name)

Site Location: Santa ®laralo, Upgper Berryessalieek foom foreill Ae, vupstrean 30 FEO Enagm
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or'T-R-S ). Elevarses

*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: LAz~ Baf,;es@ Lrecbe Frorces—
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one): DAY (NIGHT) BREEDING @
Survey number (circle one): 1 2 3 4 5 6 @ 8
Begin Time:___/ /75 7 End Time: oSS Pr

Cloud cover:__([Firtty Overcmsi— Precipitation: SV Prse_

Air Temperature: /2 . Water Temperature: LO =
Wind Speed:____ L5417~ Visibility Conditions: /= <coAlew /—
Moon phase:___/7r 4/ Qe ter Humidity: /7‘15“‘/,7

Description of weather conditions: _(/zeer  Fuid ool  fist-
> 4

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: /{och /cr LheasdLavp S50D e g
Y Polts .

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? @ NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: Bushncll Corstom Compacts X 2L F
~
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

pF720/200c

AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS
Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification
VicitzTrecbiny |Doaug Ot | AI:Z’}‘; T Jooz
CecliZorrin T2A Dyt O /H/ Toins| 1022

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: _ /o 7324 , bullfeps , or Cray izl
phsrved, fawy faccoon fouchs Presevh Klory plo Creek’,

Other notes, observations, comments, efc.
Vi "/7’401(”2" Al Sl rreprocbecdsson 2 lore
[re— [Prece feactics £ oo creete ()h wémwm,s_)
where LPUer S v Lo dﬂ’?; L ciram brode o frg
Jloetps FThe  _Strecon A draitad) |

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

Date of Survey: 072/29/2000 Survey Biologist: Tennleas  Nark

(mm/dd/yyyy) (Last namc}’ (first name)
% . = . /o
Survey Biologist: _ /Nleore Melissa
(Last name)'/ (first name)

Site Location: Seate Clura Co-, Upper Derryessa lreete Lo ool Ave, wPshimn Fo FEO fagn
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ). = %6,

*»* ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: L{ﬂpgr Berryessa (Creek [rdiccd—~
Brief description of proposed action:

Type of Survey (circle one):ézgY NIGHT BREEDING QT)&-BREEDI&&; p
Survey number (circle one): 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 @)
Begin Time:___/2°02 A7 End Time:___©:25 Pm

Cloud cover: PMH? (Oho vy Precipitation: Wons_

Air Temperature: I3/ Water Temperature: ESOF
Wind Speed: /,J-/“,hrf" Visibility Conditions:__ /= ce /s
Moon phase: ﬂ//A' Humidity: Moo eratf=

Description of weather conditions: (Y ear ol hot {

Brand name and model of light used to conduct surveys: ﬂ'///}—

Were binoculars used for the surveys (circle one)? @) NO
Brand, model, and power of binoculars: Bushnedl siom aﬁmj« - PX 2&CF
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Appendix E.
California Red-legged Frog Survey Data Sheet

O/ 27/2006
AMPHIBIAN OBSERVATIONS

Species #of | Observed (O) Life Stages Size Class Certainty of
indiv. Heard (H) Identification

: Lavioe, —
FMZZ,; Treebfras [pzeans o A g,m/?:; /o2

< il levrvee.—

OaliZornis Toad [Prad O \/}"‘: o ):;Q Tovaneg | /223

Describe potential threats to California red-legged frogs observed, including non-native and
native /predators such as fish, bullfrogs, and raccoons: Mo 7%311/ Crry !(k A/, or
b e /!("?;5 Lbseried, ﬂA¢,‘/‘¢>r\ Freek s Sco,,

Other notes, observations, comments, efc.
(ecl. 2ot of Slock  pords on hllia . [Bonyp
i }p/ma/:‘wt /rnds ore . o buzd tucg Gl fe
Arg s Cotliormin red=/c35 0 Cons ot (uiwe
frectrons (Bed sh The lower D prrdls | [,

prater )5 Paa L JHiso oObscrved an =olul?

}/‘MFFA Crren g Dorfers rakec_ Patodshyg— o L hib g )

Necessary Attachments:
4. All field notes and other supporting documents

5. Site photographs
6. Maps with important habitat features and species locations
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Appendix 2. California red-legged frog habitat assessment form for the Upper Berryessa
Creek Project.

Appendix D.
California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

S Fie

Date of Site Assessment: _Z2 //b( 2006

(mm/dd/yyyy)
Site Assessment Biologists: _Tennbhas Alark
(Last name) Ll o (first name) (Last name) (first name)
(Last name) (first name) (Last name) (first name)

Site Location: S«ata Clars Go, | Upper Bereyessa Creck £7o m proceill fve. spsieean do 357 0;:::4’1_
e
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ). .

*ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: _Upper Bectyessm Crecke [72]eerA—
Brief description of proposed action: )

The U3, frmy Corps 26 Brphheass prepeses o rechenaclize
Ugper Baf’j’-’!—& Creelde. Lo Moreill /7"‘-- U’féd‘/“-‘% Ve ‘(f""‘"‘*
LOO feet Obove. ot Pireol pant- Roed . R,,“,_t,,‘u Pk wi= Japrovemend
in Bertyessa Corech. fark /3 alse propesecsl,

1) Is this site within the current or historic range of the CRF (circle one)?@ NO

2) Are there known records of CRF within 1.6 km (1 mi) of the site (circle one)? YES

If yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all locations.

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION

(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND:
Size: Maximum depth: ]

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
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Appendix D.
California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

STREAM:
Bank full width: 208 Ceed—
Depth at bank full: _ 4/ feed—
Stream gradient: _ 5%

Are there pools (circle one)?@ NO
If yes,
Size of stream pools: _ Bedrwcen H-b fred w2l _—
Maximum depth of stream pools: _c2 feeg— (but= mosf pools ace ! ":

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffle, glide, other: _Meost~ 2€ F2er poa—poo/

NoadnJut- (2 Cormpesesd Of (7T et dmdd) poclect™ ponded . Therse

15 heavy gashehing p€ Cobbks =b goave) by Knes

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species: )ﬁ/pw; Frovsbh ae . cade
Wredapd a2 S PRPoy | ot I S Y Lmmoces , S3mar Joey pine , wr?/awsz
2l Jots oe 'ﬂ‘;son oak ,

Substrate: _ [\b  pescemtase. ol Locles and cpbbles w4 Lw

Sechons of pedrodd ped poulders Lots 0F- ey and) Hopey present—

Bank description: _Stzrts owd jn prbivised pre with pocrow cut
M}V"‘ﬁb’/ WHS#&‘« Fhe b‘-“-Aé are ., b . Verheal /s
A Strep silef Langen

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry: W2s bl by Fos. cond 2

\T“‘“&_— -é P A=

Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:

NV Lzh 3 &f';gzl./ or Lu//éaab bscrved, (Zee. = Meekiny
5&(4&59&/(7 breed Yhrsughowt— T elratdage., Bo7n piiz:
Freefoys skl CliRocrni foaks ace. camaonly obserod
I Ve Wé“‘ﬂ;e;‘-—( S o (»—Aaﬂﬂl 4{’1 .Btf’jcv-ﬂ.s« Qf“cé
Park , At shreanm [ooks tsrsutwdie Fop CufiForan,
reof-fesset £eogs s d= Eppphesad ’mﬁm;d g
Areer pn/s/ ADA it~ 2f Ches Sn Flom SFecan, b’“s»._)
/,M,e Pes Preserce. =L (acecdons Chracks Sean),

Necessary Attachments:
1. All field notes and other supporting documents

2. Site photographs
3. Maps with important habitat features and species location
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Appendix 3. Completed California Natural Diversity Data Base form.

California Native Species Field Survey Form

Mail to: For office use only
Natural Diversity Data Base Source Code Quad Code
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street, 12th Floor Elm Code Occe #
Sacramento, CA 95814
Date of field work: 25 /% 2006 Copy to Map Index #
mo day year

Scientific Name (no codes):  Rana. Lrostos,

Species Found? [ [ ] Reporter: /leric /2. 7T e/m/'nux_s
yes no If not, why? _
Total # Individuals: _ & Subsequent visit? [ ] yes P{ no Address: 7<$E/3 -2/357
Compared to your last visit: [ ] more []same [ ] fewer ane. Resources, LD, Bos 2! 8S Davis C4
Is this an existing NDDB occurrence? [ 1K (] i
Yes, Occ.# no unk. Phone: (530) '753-23-23
Collection? If yes
number Museum/Herbarium Other knowledgeable individuals (name/address/phone):
Melssa. Moor <) Santn Claca Ynltesy Warter Dizteiert-

Plant Information: Animal Information:
Age Structure:
# adults # juveniles # unknown
Phenology: Site Function: M I){[ 1)( [] [] []
Jovegetative % flowering Yofruiting breeding foraging wintering roosting burrow site  other

Location: (Please also attach or draw map on back.) S¥eekgend in the Upper [Bersyessa Create o/f‘-/k.ag)
Jusr west o€ The @ty pf San Tose City Boundary .

County: Sovta Clara Landowner/Mgr.: Frivate

Quad Name: Ga/acteras Rescrvo)r Ca-(/730) Elevation: 220 4etUTM: )OS 4O24ol S m E.
“ Y 14201 2m &

XL ands oF San Tose- Mey/werm Lond brant-
T6S R_|E 1/4 of 1/4 Sec T R 1/4 of 1/4 Sec

Habitat Description: (Plant communities, dominants, associates, substrate/soils, aspect/slope)
Froos Lownd Ja a Serice of- Stoct Pords Creoted below = major spring.
lpwest— /p/m[ Was Cxammed) avd Yound 12 Contnin Cadiforns reob- /63.)4-”4*;;5/
[rerdz ‘/yy;/(?;/ sk Lante. Crep gurterSnales _ Pond was Sorrownded &y gragse,
Otherrare spp.? =~ " —erbe=.

Site Information: Current/surrounding land use: /. A g raz=ing

Visible disturbances, possible threats: /e -

Overall site quality: [ ] Excellent NGood [ ] Fair []Poor Comments:

Determination: (Check one or more, fill in the blanks) Photographs: (Check one or more) Slide  Print
__ Keyed in a site reference: Plant/animal iR,
__ Compared with specimen housed at: Habitat e uolm
___ Compared with photo/drawing in: Diagnostic Feature — "
__ By another person (name): Other

_Y _Other: ets50nod )< nowledsc May we obtain duplicates at our expense? [lyes [Ino
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